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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 4581. 

Leo B. Curry, alias Jamp:.s A. Moxtgo.mery, Plaintiff in 

Error, 

vs. 

United States. I 


Ill tlio Police (,'oiirt of the District k-)f Columbia, 
October Term, 1924. ! 

No. 271,177. 

United States 


vs. 


Leo B. Curry, alias James A. .Montgomery. 

Information for Violation National Prohibition Act. 

Be it remembered, that in the Police Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in the said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned,! the following* 
papers were filed and ])roceediiigs had in the above en¬ 
titled cause, to wit: ! 


Not GuiltV— 
both counts. 


October 6, 1924.—Information hied. Plea 
Jury Trial Demanded. 

October 23, 1924.—Verdict Guiltv as to 
Notice given of tiling motion for a new trial. Deft, re¬ 
leased on subsisting bond. 

October 27, 1924.—Motion for new trial filed. 

November 22, 1924.—Motion for a new trial overruled. 
1st ('^ouiit,—Sentence to pay a fine of $500 and in default to 
be committed to the Washington Asvlum and Jail for term 


1—4581a 



9 


LKO B. CUJiKY, KTC., \'S. UNITED STATES. 


ol 120 Days. 2ii(l Coiiiil,—SenlDiicc* lo pay a fiiio ol* ^5^250 
and in default to be ( ommitted to tlie Waslun<>-ton Asvlum 

o ^ 

and Jail foi- term of .0() Days—lo take* efT(‘(*t aft(‘r expira¬ 
tion of sontenee in 1st Count. Notice !niv(‘n of ap])lyinj 4 ,' to 
Court of A])])eals for AVrit of Hrror—Bond s(‘t at $1,()()()— 
J. J. Alurpliy—Surety. 

November 28, 1024.—Bill ol* Kxce])lions subinittcul. 

March 1. 1027.—Bill of Mx('e])tions sc‘ttl(‘d, sii^'iu^d, s(‘aled, 
and filed. 

Alarcli 10, 1027.—AVrit of Hrror r(‘ceived from Court of 
Appeals. 

Alarcli 27), 1027.—Copy of record and proceedings in this 
case together Avitli AVrit of Hrror transmitted to Coui*t of 
Appeals in obedience to said AA^rit. 

Xovemlxn* 24, 1024.—-I\(*cogiiizance in tlie sum of i{^l,000 
Hnt(‘red into on writ of error to (\)urt of A])])eals D. C. 
upon th(‘ Condition tliat in the event of the d(‘uial of tlie 
application for a wi-it of error, tlie didendant will, within 
five days next after the (‘X])iration of ten days a])])ear in 
Police (V)urt and abid(‘ by and perform its judgnnnit and 
that in tlu‘ evinit of th(‘ granting of such writ of error, the 
defendant will ap])(‘ai- in tlie Court of Appeals of'the 
Disti ict of (V)luinbia and abide by and perform its judgment 
in the premises. 

J. J. .ArURPFTY, 

Siirctjf. 


2 


In tli(‘ Police (Murt of the District of (-olumbia, 
Octol)er Teim, A. D. 1924. 


First Count. 


District of Colt^mbta, ss: 

Peyton Gordon, Hs(iuire, Attorney of the United States 
in and for the District of Colum])ia, who, for the said United 
States, prosecutes in this behalf, !)>’ David A. Hart, Hs(juire, 
one of his assistants, comes here into (''ourt, at th(‘ District 
aforesaid, on the sixth dav of October in the vear of our 
Lord one thousand nine liundi'ed and twenty-four in this 
said Term, and for the said Ignited States, gives the Court 
liere to understand and ])e informed, on tin' oath of one 
Clarenc(‘ P. Robinson that one L (‘0 B. Curry, alias James 
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r.EO B. CURRY, ETC., V.S. UNITED STATES. 

I 

I 

A. Montgomery late of llie District aforesaid, on the fifth 
day of October in the year of our Lord one thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-four with force and arms, at the Dis¬ 
trict aforesaid, and within the jurisdiction of tliis Court, 
did then and there unlawfully possess certain property de¬ 
signed for the manufacture of licpior intended for use in 
violating Section 25, Title 11 of the Xatioiial Prohibition 
Act; against the form of the statute in such Case made and 
provided, and against the peace and Government of the 
L^nited States of America. ; 

Whereupon, the said Attorney of the United States, who, 
in this behalf, prosecutes for the said United States, in 
manner and form as aforesaid, jirays the consideration of 
the Court here in the premises, and that diie proceedings 
mav lie had against the said Leo Th Currv, alias James A. 
Montg-omerv in this behalf to make him answer to the said 
United States touching and concerning the premises afore¬ 
said. I 


Afton/r/f of flic VniteA States 
i)i and for tJic District p/ Cotumhia. 


[Endorsed:] No. 
nesses:-. 


Ignited States vs. 


Wit- 


*■> 

o 


Ill the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 
October Term, A. 1). 1924. i 


Second Count. ; 

DeSTRICT of CoLIEMBlA, SS: ; 

I 

Peyton Gordon, Es(iuire, Attorney of the I nited States 
in and for the District of Columliia, who, for the said United 
States, tn'osecutes in this behalf, by David A.; Hart, Escpiire, 
one of his assistants, comes here into Ckiurt,, at the District 
aforesaid, on the sixth day of October in the year of our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-four in this 
said Term, and for the said TTiited States, gives the Court 
here to understand and be informed, on tlie oath of one 
Clarence P. Kobinson that one lieo P>. Curry, alias James 
A. iMontgomerv late of the District aforesaid, on the fifth 
dav of October in the vear of our Lord one thousand nine 
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liuiulreci and twenty-four with for e and arms, at the Dis¬ 
trict aforesaid, and within the jurisdiction of tliis Court, 
did then and there unlawfully possess a certain intoxicating* 
liquor, to wit a li(inid comyiound containing more than one- 
half of 1 ])er cent of alcohol by volume and being tit for use 
as a beverage: against the form of the statute in such case 
made and provided, and against the peace and Government 
of the United States of America. 

AVlierenpon, the said Attorney of the United States, who, 
in this behalf, prosecutes for the said United States, in 
manner and form as aforesaid, ])rays the consideration of 
the Court here in the premises, and that due proceedings 
mav be had against the said Leo B. Cnrrv, alias James A. 
iMontgomerv in this behalf to make him answer to the said 
United States touching and concerning the ])remises afore¬ 
said. 


PEYTOX GORDON, 
Aitorncif of the United States 
in and for the District of Colnwhia, 
By DAVID A. HART, 

His said Assistant. 


Personally appeared Clarence P. Robinson before me this 
sixth dav of October, A. D. 1924, and being dnlv sworn ac- 
cording to law doth declare and say that the facts as set 
forth in the foregoing information are true. 

DAVID A. HART, 

Assistant Attorney/ of the United States 

in and for the District of Columbia. 


4 [Endorsed:! #7. Suggest bond $1,000. D. A. 

Hart, Asst. V. S. Atty. (). B. P. E. 0’(h Scliuldt, 
Judue. No. 271,177. United States vs. Leo B. Currv 
alias James A. Montgomery. Whalen, Atty. Jury 
Trial Demanded. Vio. National Prohibition Act. P. N. G. 
J. T. D. Witnesses: C. P. Robinson, M. P. Lt. J. U. Pier¬ 
son, M. P. W. E. Burke, :\[. P. Piled Oct. 6, 1924. E. A. 
Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, I). C. 10 23/24.—Verdict 
Guilty as to both counts. Notice given of filing motion for 
a new trial. Deft, released on su])sisting bond. 11/ 22/24, 
10 .30,'24, over. 10/27/24.—Motion for new trial filed. 
11/22/24.—Motion for a new trial overruled. 1st C. $5l 
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120 da-s. 2nd C. $350—90 da-s after 1st C. : Notice given of 
applying to Court of Appeals for writ of error. Bond set 
at $1,000. 271,177. 11/24/1924.—Recogniiiance in the sum 
of $1,000 entered into on writ of error to Court of Appeals, 
T). C. upon the condition that in the event of the denial of 
the application for a writ of error, the' defendant will, 
within five days next after the expiration 'of ten days ap¬ 
pear in Police Court and abide by and perform its judg¬ 
ment and that in the event of the granting: of such writ of 
error, the defendant will appear in the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia and abide by aind perform its 
judgment in the premises. (Signed) J. J. Murphy, Surety. 
11/28/1924.—Bill of Exceptions submitted.; Mar. 1,1927.— 
Bill of exceptions settled, signed, sealed and filed. Mar. 19, 
1927.—Writ of error received from Court of Appeals, 
^larch 25", 1927.—Copy of record and proceedings in this 
case, together with writ of error, transmitted to Court of 
Appeals in obedience to said writ. ' 

5 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 

Holding a U. S. Branch. 

Number —. ; 

United States ; 

! 

vs. 

Leo B. Curry. 


M()fi()}i for a New TriaL \ 

Now comes the defendant and moves the Court for a new 
trial in the above entitled cause, and for reasons therefore 
shows to the Court: 

1. That the verdict is contrary to the evidence. 

1 

2. That the verdict is contrary to the weight of the evi¬ 
dence. I 

3. That the Court erred in instructing the^jury. 

4. That the Court erred in admitting evidence contrary 
to law. 

5. For other and just reasons which will appear at the 
hearing of this motion. 

(Signed) WHELAN & O’CONNELL, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 



6 


LKO B. CURRY, KTC., VS. UXTTKI) STATES. 


6 I Hndorsed :1 Police' P>. rt. Xumber 271,177. 

rnitc‘d Stat(‘s vs. Iam) !>. Purrv. Motion for a New 

« 

Trial. AVlu'laii (t'Ponnell, Attorneys, (ilO (\)lnm])ian 
Bid-, Main dddd. Filed Oet. 27, 1924. F. A. Scbrin- 
Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 


7 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

Xumber 271,177. 

United States 

vs. 

Leo B. Cur-ry, alias James II. Moxtgoaiery. 

Bill of Exceptions. 

Be it remembered: That u])on the trial of this case, upon 
the 28rd day of October, 1924, before a jury in the United 
States Branch of the Police Court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, to maintain the issue ui)on its part joined, the 
United States produced the followin- evidence and the fol- 
lowin- proceedin-s were had: On the 6th day of October, 
1924, an information was bron-ht a-ainst the defendant, 
Leo B. Ciirrv, bv the United States, liein- filed bv David A. 
Hart, Assistant United States Attorney, and bein- prose- 
cut(‘d in the name of Pevton (Jordon, Attornev for the 
Unit(‘d States, in and for the District of (Xdumbia. The 
information char-ed the defendant in two counts with hav- 
in-violat(*d the National Prohibition Act. 

Th(* fii'st count char-ed that the d(‘f(‘ndant, Leo B. (hirry, 
on th(‘ ."all day of October, 1924, did, within the District of 
Columbia ‘Minlawfully possess ceidain proy)erty d(‘si-ned 
foi- the manufactui-e of li(jUor intended for use in violation 
of Section 2.7, 9dtle 11, of the National Prohibition Act.” 
The second count chai'-ed that the said Leo B. Currv did, 
on the oth day of Octolxu’, possess a certain intoxicatin- 
liijuor, to-wit. a TKiuor (‘ompound containing moi-(‘ than on(‘- 
lialf of one pei* c(‘nt of alcoliol by voliinu* b(‘in_- fit for use as 
a b(*vei’a-e. 

On the 6th day of Octolxu*, 1924, tin* (hd'cnidant entered a 
plea of not t>Tii]ty to char-es contained in the aforesaid in¬ 
formation and demanded a jury trial. 
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8 On tlie 2‘>r(l clr.y of Oct., 1924, :a jury was em¬ 

panelled to trv the case before the presidin<>- Jiid^'e, 
Giis A. Schiildt. 

That on the 2.‘b-d day of Oct., 1924, a verdict of guilty as 
charged was returned by the jury and counsel for the de¬ 
fendant thereupon gave notice of his intention to file a mo¬ 
tion for a new trial. 

That on the 27th day of October, 1924, a motion for a new 
trial was duly filed, it being contended in support of the 
motion that the defendant was entitled to a new trial for 
the reason that the Court erred in admitting evidence con¬ 
trary to law. 

That on the 22nd day of Xovember, 1924, the motion for 
a new trial was overruled and the defendant sentenced, on 
the first count, to pay a fine of PTve Hundred ($500.00) 
Dollars, and in default, to serve one hundred and twenty 
days in jail, and on the second count, to pay a fine of $550.00 
— in default to serve 90 davs in jail. (Counsel for defendant 
thereupon noted an exception and gave notice of his inten¬ 
tion to apply to the Court of Appeals of the District of Co- 
lumliia for a writ of error. 

The trial of this case was had on the 23rd dav of Oct., 
1924. 


Testimonv on behalf of the (Jovernment was as follows: 

« 

Officer W. F. Burke test died that reports had been 
made that the defendant was engaged in violating the 
National Prohibition Act, and that the officers had been 
watching the honu‘ of the defendant for several days. He 
further testified that on the night of Oct. 4th, 1924, he went 
to the home of the defendant, in company with Officers Car- 
roll and Robinson. 11(‘ testified that the purpose in going 
to the home of th(‘ defendant was to investigate an alleged 
larceny of sonu‘ li<iuor which he stated had been reported 
stolen from the ])remises of the defendant, although he 
specifically stated that the re])ort was not made to him and 
that he did not know who made the report. The officer 
9 also stated that when he anaved at the home of the 
defendant he asked the defendant;to let him look 
around and that the defendant thereu])on lasked him if he 
had a warrant authorizing the search of his home. Where- 
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OfTicer Cai'roll produced fr -m Ids pocket a warrant 
for tlie arrest of llie defendant on a chari;-e of conduct ini’’ 
a disoixlerly lionse and tliat wlien sliowed tins warrant, the 
defendant asked “if tliev conld search his house on tliat 
warrant.'' Ofticer Burke, who was in chari*-e of the offic(‘rs 
stated that no reply was made to the defendant and that 
they w(“nt th(‘reu])on into his cellar, where they discovered 
and seiz(‘d a larue tank, similar to a washtuh, within which 
was a s])iral ('oil. Officer Ihirke farther testified that the 
officers th(‘ren])on, in conpiany with the defendant, went to 
his uara.ue whicli the defendant opened, and that officers 
discovered and seized from the ii'arag'e five gallons of gin. 

Officer Robinson when called to the stand, testified 
siihstantiallv the same as Officer Burke. 


Officer Carroll, when called to the stand, testified that 
he had received a report to the effect that some whiskey 
had been stolen from the ])remises of the defendant, hut 
that he did not know where* the rex)ort came from. He 
further testified that at about 10 o'clock on the night in 
(pieslion lie went to the premises of the defendant alone, 
for the purpose of investigating the alleged larceny. The 
office*!' stated that at the time he visiteel the home of the de¬ 
fendant, he hael in his peicket a wari'ant for the arrest of 
the defendant, charging the* elefeiielant with conelucting a 
elisorde*rly house: that he had this warrant in his pocket for 
two elays, although no atte*m])t had been made to serve it. 
The officer testified that he could obtain no information 
regareling the alleged larce'iiy of whiskey, anel after talking 
to the elefendaiit for sevei'al minutes, he, the officer, left 
without attem])tiijg to serve* the wari'ant which he hael in his 
])oe*ket, and without making any reference to it what- 
]() soevei'. Office!' ("ai'i'eH testified that sometime later 
ill the* evening, shortly before rnielnight. Officers 
Burke anel Kobinse)n calle*d him on the ’Phone, they being 
attached to a diffei'ent Police* Statie)n, than Office!' (ku'i'eill, 
although all e)f the officers were within the same Police 
Precinct. Office*!* ('ai'roll state*el that the other officers 
wanted to know if he hael serve*el the elisorelerly house war¬ 
rant up until that time, anel when he replied that he had 
not, thev said thev were coming after it. That shortly 
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! 

thereafter, OfTieers Burk ' and Robinson came after Carroll 
and tlie tliree officers vent to tlie premises of the defendant. 
Officer (kirroll further stated that they made no attempt in 
tlie first instance to serve the warrant, but that Officer 
Bui'ke informed tlie defendant that he had come to investi- 
i>‘ate tlie allee'ed larcenv of some whiskev.' That thev re- 
fpiested permission from the defendant to search his liouse, 
and that the defendant asked for a search warrant, where¬ 
upon lie, Officer Carroll, showed the defendant the dis¬ 
order! v house warrant. Officer Carroll stated that the de- 
fendant asked the officers if thev had a rie’ht to search his 
premises on that warrant, but that no reply was made, and 
that the officers thereu])on searched the house and found 
and seized in the basement the tank above referred to. 
This officer further testified that the tank and the coil were 
all the property taken from the house, but that shortly 
after they went to the i^'arag’e of the defendant where they 
seized a five-£>-allon can of .i»-in. He further testified that 
other than the warrant charg‘ino- the defendant with con¬ 
ducting a disorderlv house, thev had no authoritv to con- 
duct a search of the premises, and that no liquor was found 
in the house of the defendant. i 


The debuidant, Leo B. Curry testified in his own be¬ 
half that he demanded a search warrant before he would 
permit the officers to search his premises and that'he was 
shown a disorderly house warrant. He further testi- 
n lied that when he asked them if that was sufficient 

authoritv to search his house he was told bv one of 

• • 

th(‘ officcu's that they were going to search the house whether 
or not that was sufficient authority. Thereu])on he sub¬ 
mitted to a search of his house. Defendant further testified 

t 

that the officers tlum went to his garage where he was told 
that unless he o]>ened the door they would go get a search 
wari-aiit and brreak it o]hui and that he thereupon permitted 
the door to be o])ened. 

When counsel for the Cioveriimeut olTered in evidence 
the ])roperty which had been scuzed, counsel;for the defend¬ 
ant object(‘d to its admission in evidence on the ground that 
it had been seized during an illegal and unlawful search of 
the premises of the defendant, without authority of Law, 



10 


LKO B. CT'KBV, KTC., VS. I’XITKD STATES. 


and ill violation of Ids rii>]its i;uar:iiit(H‘d nii(l(*r tlu* Fouitli 
AnunulnuMit to tlu‘ Constitution of tlio Uiiit(‘d Stat(‘s. 
Counsol for tlu‘ (lofc‘n(laiit furtlior ol)j(H't('(l to tlio admission 
of the tank and edil in evidenee, on the i;T'ound tliat there 

was no t(‘stimonv whatsoever to sliow that thev liad ever 

• • 

been used or had anv eonneetioii wliatsoever witli aiiv vio- 

• • 

lation of the National Proliibition Aet. Tlie Court over¬ 
ruled the objet'tion and admitted the evidence, to which 
rulini;- of the Court eounsid for the defendant dulv noted an 
exception. 

It is rc‘spectfully submitted that the search and seizure 
of the ])ro])(‘rty on the ])r(.‘mises of the defendant was seized 
without warrant or authority of law: that the method and 
manner in which tlie warrant of arrest was secured showed 
that it was obtained for no other pur]K)se than to be used 
to ])rocure entrance into the ])rc‘ndses of the defendant for 
a purpos(‘ of conductinu- a search and seizure of the })rop- 
ertv: that a search and seizure was made under the alle<>‘ed 
warrant: that no jiroperty was obtained to be used as evi¬ 
dence of the char,U(‘ a^’ainst the defendant in the warrant of 
arrest: that the only seizure made was for the ])urpose of 
securini^- evid(‘nce a,y‘ainst the defendant to be used in a 
charue auainst him of violatinu’ the National Prohibition 
Act. 

Il2 .\iid the Court herebv certifies that the foi’eu'oimr 

is a substance of th(‘ eviihuice upon the ([uestions to 
which (‘Xce])tions were duly noted, U})on which the .jury 
rcmdered a verdict of .u’uilty. 

The defendant now t(*nders this, llis Pill of Kxce])tions 
herein, and ))]-ays that the same be si^-ned and sealed, en- 
roll(‘d and made a ))art of tie* record in this cas(‘, nunc ])ro 
tuiK*, the 1st day of }^Iarch, 1927, which is accordin,i»-ly done. 

(Si,en(‘d) OrS A. SCHULDT, 

Jvtiffc Si (tics Branch Palirc (U/nrf, 

District of Col^nnhia, 
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Recognizance. 


Ill the Police Court of tlie District of Coluiribia, the 24 Day 

of Nov., A. D. 1924. 

On Writ of p]rror to tlie Court of Appeals of the District of 

Columbia. 

i 

The United States 
vs. 

Leo B. Curry, allan James A. Montgomery. 

The defendant, and J. J. Murphy surety, acknowledge 
themselves to be indebted to the United Stiites in the sum 
of One Thousand dollars, lawful money of the United 
States, to ])e levied of their and each of their goods and 
chattels, land and tenements, upon condition, nevertheless, 
that whereas the said defendant was on the 22nd dav of 
November, 1924, convicted in the Police Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columliia of Vio. National Prohibition Law and it 
was thereupon adjudged by said Court that' said defendant 
X^ay a fine of Eight Hundred and Fifty Dollars, and, in de¬ 
fault to be committed to the Washington Asvlum and Jail 
for the term of Two Hundred and Ten days; and whereas 
the said defendant has taken exceptions to the rulings of 
the Court uj^ion matters of law in said trial and having given 
notice in open court of his intention to apply for a writ of 
error to a justice of the Court of Apx)eals of the District of 
Columbia: Now, therefore, if said defendant, shall, in the 
event of a denial of his axDyilication for said writ of error, 
within five days next after the exx:)iration of ten days from 
the date hereof, appear in the Police Court and abide by 
and x)erform its judgments in the premi.^es, and in the 
event of the granting of such writ of error he shall appear 
in tiu* Coin-t of A])peals of tli(‘ District of ('Jolum.bia and 
prosecute said write of error and abide by and perform its 
judgments in the premises, then this recognizance to be 
void and of no force. 

(Signed) LEO' B. CURRY. 

J. J. MURPHY. 


—, A. D. 190-. 
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I certify that the ahove rocogiiizaiice was acknowledged 
in open Court, the 24 day of Xov. A. D. lf)24, and that the 
sufficiency of said surety was a|)proved by tlie Judges of 
said Police Court. 

Witness mv liand and tlie seal of said Court. 

* 

[Seal Police (^ourt of District of Columl)ia.] 

(Signed) R. B. GOTT, 

Dvpniij Clvrl: Police Court, District of Columbia. 

14 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 24 

Day of Xov., A. D. 1924. 

J. J. ^Murphy being duly sworn says that he is worth, 
over and above all his debts and liabilities, the sum of One 
Thousand dollars in unincuml)ered real estate, situated in 
the District of Columbia; that a part of the real property 

so owned by — is described as follows:-, and is worth 

the sum of — dollars; That — owns said property in fee 
sim])le, free and unincumbered by deed of trust, mortgage, 
judgment, or otherwise; that — is not surety nor respon¬ 
sible on subsisting bonds in the Police Court or the Supreme 
Court of the District of (’olumbia to exceed in the aggre¬ 
gate the value of — unincumbered real estate. 

J. J. MURPHY. 

AVitn esses: 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 24th day of Xov., 
A. D. 1924. 

(Signed) R. B. GOTT, 

Deputjf Clcrl: Police Courts District of Columbia. 

[Endorsed:] Xo. 271,177. Police (^ourt, District of Co¬ 
lumbia. Recognizance on Writ of Error to the Court of 
Apy)eals, D. C. The United States vs. Leo B. Curry, alias 
James A. Montgomery. $1,000. J. J. ^furphy. Surety. 
Taken the 24 day of Xov., 1924. R. B. Gott, Deputy Clerk, 
Police Court, D. C. 
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LEO B. CURRY, ETC., VS. UNITED STATES. 


15 United States of America, ss: 

The President of tlie United States to the Honorable Gus A. 
Schuldt, Presiding Judge of the Police Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, Greeting; i 

Because in the record and proceedings, as also in the ren¬ 
dition of the judgment of a plea which is in the said Police 
Court, before you, between United States, plaintiff, and Leo 
B. Curry, alias James B. Montgomery, defendant. Informa¬ 
tion No. 271,177, a manifest error hath happened, to the 
great damage of the said defendant, as by; his complaint 
appears. We being willing that error, if any hath been, 
should be duly corrected, and full and speedy justice done 
to the parties aforesaid in this behalf, do command you, if 
judgment be therein given, that then, under your seal, dis¬ 
tinctly and openly, you send the record and proceedings 
aforesaid, with all things concerning the same, to the Court 
of Appeals of the District of Columlha, together with this 
writ, so that you have the same in the said; Court of Ap¬ 
peals, at Washington, within 15 days from the date hereof, 
that the record and proceedings aforesaid being inspected, 
the said Court of Appeals may cause further to be done 
therein to correct that error, what of right and according 
to the laws and customs of the United States should be 
done. 

Witness the Honorable George E. ^lartin,. Chief Justice 
of the said Court of Appeals, the 18tli day of; March, in the 

vear of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twentv- 

•- ♦ 

seven. 

[Seal Court of Appeals, District of Columbia.] 

HENRY W. HODGES, 

Clerk of the Court of Appeal 


of the Distriet o 


Allowed bv 


f Columbia. 


JOSTAH A. VAN ORSDEL, 

Associate Justice of the Court of \ 

Appeals of the District of Columbia. 
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LEO B. CUBBY, ETC., VS. UNITED STATES. 


16 [Endorsed:] Filed .Mar. 19, 1927. F. A. Sebring, 
Clerk Police Court, I). C. 

17 In the Police Court of tlie District of (k)lnml)ia. 

United States of Amebica, 

Disfricf of Colun/J/ia, ss: 

I, F. A. Sebring, Clerk of the Police Court of the District 
of Columbia, do liereby certify that the foregoing pages, 
numbered from 1 to l.‘> inclusive, to be true copies of origi¬ 
nals in cause Xo. 271,177 wherein tlie Ignited States is plain¬ 
tiff and Leo B. Currv, alias James A. Montgomerv, defend- 
ant, as the same remain u])on tlie tiles and records of said 
Court. 


In testimonv whereof I lu*reunto subscribe mv name and 

• • 

athx th(‘ seal of said Court, the (hty of AVashington, in said 
District, this 2r)tli day of March, A. D. 1927. 

F. A. SEBRING, 

Clerlx' Police Court, DIM. of Colinnhia. 
[Seal F^olice Court of District of Columbia.] 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Police Court. 
N'o. 4581. Leo B. Curiy, alias James A. Alontgomery, plain¬ 
tiff in (u*ror, vs. Unit(‘d Stat(‘s. (k)urt of Ay)peals, District 
of Columbia. Fil(*d Mar. 25, 1927. Henry AV. Hodges, 
clerk. 




